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France is and how essential it certainly seems. But at the same time, I have to say that I do feel troubled and excluded by it sometimes. I tend to feel that they are very opaque. Even when my French is good enough, it's still so much an "other" culture. That makes it both fascinating and fearful, and extraordinarily glamorous. It seems to me that what we need is, in fact, not just mediations, but mediations of mediations. (pp. 6-7; emphasis added) I find the disclosures and self-disclosures in this conversation thought-provoking and suggestive in a number of ways. First, I cannot fail to notice how affectively charged this exchange is, how it brings to the fore anxieties and frustrations associated with the very need forthe raison d'être of -translation. For Gilbert, Allen and Gubar, the dependence on the linguistic and semiotic mediation of translation is an unwelcome and disturbing experience, an experience which triggers anxieties about the impenetrable foreigness of another tongue (an other's tongue), about loss of control over the communicative process, anxieties arising from a sense of being condemned to a state of linguistic and cognitive exile, and of being cut off from the vital sources of authentic meaning and expression. In a first instance, then, we observe that an integral part of the overall response to this body of theory as it becomes available in translation is a specific response to the very fact of translation -in other words, a reaction to the experience of being (inescapably) subjected to/dependent on discursive mediation. In their engagement with the difference that translation makes, moreover, the participants further challenge us to think of translation as a critical discursive practice, an intervention which works to expose -in the sense of foregrounding, of rendering opaque and visible -precisely that in discourse which is untranslatable because it is culturally specific: that which has to be trans-lated, accounted for, mediated. In the words of the editors of the Yale French Studies special issue: "The problem of trans-lation [...] goes beyond words to broad differences in cultural context" (p. 7).
My present discussion is part of a larger project in which I look at the reception of French Feminist theory in North America over the last fifteen years; my particular emphasis here will be on the initial configuration at the point of emergence of this critical discourse. The 56 broader parameters of my project involve an examination of the extent and nature of the engagement of North American feminist literary critics with French feminist theories in translation. Relating to aspects of literary production, I am interested in questions regarding the range of French theoretical texts that have become available in English translation since the mid-seventies, looking at issues such as: who are the theorists who have been translated and who/why have others been excluded? What forms did the introduction of these new theories take (e.g., an essay in a special issue of a particular kind of scholarly journal; a book with a preface by a North American critic who is identified with a particular theoretical orientation, etc.), and to what extent did these choices create interpretive contexts that might have affected the reception of the works in translation? What was the immediate response in American and Canadian feminist literary circles to these publications? These considerations in turn lead me to examine the interpretive process by which these translated theoretical texts have been represented in and incorporated into the discourse of North American literary feminists particularly since the early eighties (the publication of Elaine Marks and Isabelle de Courtivron's New French Feminisms in 1981 marks a significant turning point). I am interested in investigating the challenges/difficulties that the 'difference' of the French theoretical texts has presented for these critics, both at the level of linguistic expression -certain terms, like "jouissance" and "écriture féminine," have proven untranslatable -and at the level of critical and ideological conceptualization -involving difference in the understanding of such key notions as subjectivity and history. For the purposes of the present discussion, I will be foregrounding the role of those "mediations of mediations" Gilbert finds so invaluable: those interpretive texts and contexts in which a translation is embedded and which attempt to render more legible the linguistic and semiotic dialogue between cultures that is constitutive of the text in translation. Had this fuller cultural translation of "jouissance" been better recognized, we might have been spared over a decade of dismissive American coy righteousness, annoyingly accompanied by repeated accusations of essentialist biologistic determinism and inexplicable fainting spells at the mere mention of the word. The inclusion of glossaries in editions of theoretical texts in translation, it therefore can be argued, involves more than an attempt to account for untranslatable word play. In making the explanatory apparatus an integral part of the project of translation, translators and editors can more fully acknowledge the density of the source text, recognizing the impossibility of separating text from intertext, primary work from interpretation.
Compared to translations, which are first degree cultural mediations, second degree mediations -that is, commentaries on translations -are perhaps more likely to be implicated in a cultural power dynamic that positions the interpreter on the other side of the cultural divide. Marks' essay demonstrates this point well, for a particularly intriguing aspect of Marks* voice arises from a self-positioning which appears pre-scripted by the inter-national model. In her essay, a conflictual nationalistic paradigm is naturalized and rendered rhetorically all the more effective through the alignment of personal pronouns, that is, through the discursive attribution of subjectivity to a collective American "we" and alterity to a collective As Elaine Marks has put it, American feminists emphasize the oppression of woman as sexual identity, while French feminists investigate the repression of woman as difference and alterity in the signifying practices of the West. To quote Marks, "we raise consciousness by speaking to and working with each other; they explore the unconscious by writing." That is to say, we use words like autonomy and power; they use words like phallocentrism and that word for pleasure which defies translation, jouissance, (p. xxvi) "We" and "they." The insistence on these plural subjectivities and communal agencies is telling. As I rush into an inconclusive conclusion, I also remember that beleaguered American libido I temporarily abandoned some pages ago. My thoughts turn to a possible connection between Gilbert's simultaneous fear of and attraction to that libidinal Other untamed by translation, and the abandonment of the singular voice in favor of the collective "we" in the essays by Marks, Jardine, and Gilbert's own strained introduction to The Newly Born Woman. A connection suggests itself as I scrutinize a particular second-degree mediation of the kind called for by Gilbert Stanton's selective translation, and the other examples of interpretive linguistic and cultural translation cited above, demonstrate the risk we run, when engaged in translation, of silencing the other in her cultural and linguistic specificity. A monologic national paradigm which pits "us" against "them," and an implicit theory/ideology of translation which sees in translation -as a process of linguistic and cultural mediation -a means of enhancing the collectivity's sense of itself (a way of constructing a stronger "we"), end by condemning the other text/other woman to an alterity that cannot be recognized as an identity as long as the collectivity perceives in that alterity a threat to the very space, -the national, territorial, intellectual, and psycho-sexuál space -that the collectivity wishes to inhabit and lay claim to. What is needed, I would venture, are not simply more mediations of mediations, as Gilbert would have it What is needed is a reconceptualization of the negotiation between linguistic and cultural idioms, in such a manner that a dialogue of languages replaces an imperialism that seeks in the other only a confirmation of its selfsame.
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